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REMARKS 

Claims 1-37 are pending. By this Amendment, claims 4, 11, 13-16, 19, 2L 26, 28, and 
30 are amended. 

Claim 4 is amended to recite ''multiplicity of top panel air passages" in lieu of "plurality 
of top panel air passages," the former having antecedent basis in claim 1, from which claim 4 
depends. 

Claim 1 1 is amended to recite "tlie plurality of vent part air passages" in place of "the 
multiplicity of vent part air passages," the former having antecedent basis in claim 1, from which 
claim 1 1 depends. 

Claim 13 is amended to recite "a top panel having a bottom surface" and "an air 
permeable fdter attached to the bottom surface of the top panel," the added limitations, "boltom 
surface" and "an air permeable filter attached to the bottom surfac:e of the top panel" having 
support generally, e,g„ in Figures U 6, 6a, 6b, 7, 7a. 

Claim 14 is amended to recite "a top pwcl ... comprising a multiplicity of discrete top 
panel air passages fluidly communicating an interior of said device and an exterior of said 
device." Support for the foregoing amendment to claim 14 is present, e.g., in originally fded 
claim I. 

Claim 1 5 is amended to recite "an interior with a vent" in place of "an interior and with a 
vent," to more clearly state the subject matter regarded as the invention. Claim 15 is further 
amended to recite "the filter materijil secured to the at least one vent part and to the interior 
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surface of the top panel" rather than "the filter material secured to one of the at least one vent 

part and to the top panel," to mote clearly state the subject matter regarded as the invention. 

Claim 16 is amended lo recite "securing an air permeable filter material to an interior 
<iurface of the top panel" in place of "securing an air permeable filter material to the top panel," 
to more clearly state the subject matter regarded as the invention. 

Claims 19 and 21 arc amended to recite "multiplicity of air pas<5ages" in place of 
"multiplicities of air passages/' the former having antecedent basis in claim 15, from which both 
depend 

Claim 26 is amended to recite "a multiplicity of discrete vent part air passages" in lieu 

love "a plurality of discrete vent part air passages," to more clearly claim the subject matter 

regarded as the invention. 

ClaiitJ 28 is amended to recite "the multiplicity of top panel air passages," thereby 

correcting antecedent basis found in claim 26. 

Claim 30 is amended to depend from claim 28, rather than from claim 27, "the 

intermediate ply" having antecedent basis in claim 28, thereby more clearly claiming the subject 

matter regarded as the invention- 
No new matter has been added by the amendments to the pending claims. In view of the 

foregoing amendments to the claims, reconsideration and allowance of all pending claims are 

respecttiiljy requested. 
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35U.S.CS112 

Claims 1-37 arc rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, If 2 as indefinite. The rejection slates 

that 

[fjor claims I, 13, 14, 15, 16, and 26, it is not clear whether the claimed a 
i multipMcily of discrete top panel air passages and the claimed a plurality of 

i 
I 

I discrete vent part air passages are the same air passages. If they are different, 

s 

i 

I then, what the claimed multiplicity of discrete top panel air passages is and where 

i 

j is the support in the disclosure for the claimed multiplicity of discrete top panel 

I air passages. 

I Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. The claimed top panel air passages and vent part 

I 

I air passages are two different limitations and are submitted to be neither vague nor indefinite. 

i 

j 1 Support for the discrete top panel and vent part air passages may be found, e g,, in the paragraph 

bridging pages 7-8 of the instant specification, in originally filed claim 1, and generally in 
Figures 2^. For the foregoing reasons, the Examiner is respectltilly requested to withdraw the 
rejection under 33 U,S,C. § 1 12, 2. 

35 U.S . C. $ 102 

I Claims 1, 9, 11-12, 15-17, 23-26, 33, and 35-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(c) as 

I anticipated by U.S. 6,308,472 ("Coulton 472**). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

i 
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I Tn order to establish a prima facie case of anticipation, every limitation in the claim asserted to be 

I anticipated must be dlsclo.sed in the single document cited against the claim,' 

' Regarding claim 1, Applicants first dispute that C:ouUon 472 discloses or suggests a top 

j panel. The lop panel asserted by the Office Action is acluaJly a lateral portion 38 of the web 32 

i 

1 having spacers 40, none of which define air passages, much less discrete air passages.^ Tha$, 

j Coulton 472 neither discloses nor suggests a multiplicity of discrete air passages In the top panel 

j Applicant next respectfully points out that Coulton 472 neither discloses nor suggests at least one 

i 

I vent part with a plurality of discrete vent part air passages. The vent 30, asserted by the rejection 

i 

j as a vent part, has no structure with, inter alia, a plurality of discrete vent part air passages, 

j Moreover, the Adjustable Roof Ridge Vent of Coulton 472 cannot have at least one vent part in a 

j contacting relation with the interior surface of the top panel because CoulUm 472 fkils to disclose 

I 

j a top panel Because Coulton 472 fails to disclose or suggest the foregoing limitations, Coulton 

I 
j 

I 471 docs not anticipate claim 1 . 

I Regarding claim 15, Coulton 472 fails to disclose or suggest a vent with a top panel 

I having a multiplicity of discrete top panel air passages. Because Coulton 472 fails to disclose or 

I 

I 

I ' See M.P.E.P, § 2131 ("A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is 

i found, cidier expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference." Verde gaal Bros, v. Union 

I OilCo.orCalifomi a. 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2 USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987)/"'). 

I Sec Coulton, Figures 1-3, 6, and R; column 4, line 43, et seg. ('The vent 30 of the present application 

I has some similarities with the previously referenced roll-form vent disclosed in U.S. Pal, No, 5,673,521. 

i For instance, the vent 30 is formed as an indeterminate-length, single-sheet web 32 of thcrmofbrmable 

I plastic material having a longitudinal medial hinge, or ccnterline, 34 dividing the web 32 into a pair of 

I identical longitudinally extending lateral portions, or side flaps, 36 and 38, which, during installation, arc 

I capable of being disposed at a dihedral angle relative to one another. Each web portion 36 and 38 has a 

I plurality of hollow spacer elements 40 disposed in a plurality of longitudinal rows extending along the 

i lengthwi.se edge margins of the web portions 36 and 38. The spacer elements 40 project from a face 42 of 

I the web 32 and, when the vent 30 is installed, space the face 42 of the web 32 Irom the roof 10 to provide 
ventilation passageways therebetween. The layout, or pattern, of the spacer elements 40 is particularly 

! 
I 
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suggest a top panel, Coulton 472 also fails to disclose or suggest at least one vent part contacting 

the lop panel interior surface. Colton 472 additionally fails to disclose or suggest at least one 

vent part comprising a weatherproof material defining a multiplicity of discrole vent part air 

passages and. for reasons stated above, a filter material secured between one of the at least one 

vent part and top panel. Because Coulton 472 fails to disclose or suggest the foregoing claim 

limitations, claim 15 is not anticipated by Coulton 472, 

Regarding claim 16, Coulton 472 fails to disclose a vent part and a top panel cc)mprising 
a weatherproof material defining a multipliciiy of discrete air passages. Because Coulton 472 
fails to disclose a top panel, Coulton 472 also fails to disclose securing an air permeable filter 
material to the top panel. Hence, Coulton 472, by failing to disclose or suggest the foregoing 
claim limitations, fails to anticipate claim 1 6. 

With respect to claim 26, Coulton 472 fails to disclose or suggest a vent comprising a top 
panel having a multiplicity of discrete top panel air pa<$sagcs or a vent part comprising a material 
defining a plurality of discrete vent part air passages. Because Coulton 472 fails to disclose a top 
panelj Coulton 472 also fails to disclose a filter material secured to the top panel. Since Coulton 
472 fails to disclose or suggest the foregoing claim limitations, claim 26 is not anticipated by 
Coulton 472. 

As shown above, Coulton 472 fails to disclose or suggest limitations present in, thereby 
failing to anticipate, each of independent claims L 15, 16, imd 26. The other rejected claims 
depend directly or indirectly from the foregoing independent rejected claims. Thcreforej, the 
other rejected claims are not anticipated by Coulton 472 as well. 

designed to resist compression of the vent 30 during and after installation and to afford ready rolling and 
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Claims 1, 9, 11-) 2, 15-17, 23-26, 33, and 35-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 102(e) as 
anticipated by U.S. 6,298,613 ("Coulton 613"). Applicants respectfully travercc this rejection. 
As shown above, each claim h'milation must be disclosed before a document can anticipate a 
claim (sec footnote 1 ). 

Regarding claim 1, Coulton 613 is asserted by the rejection as showing a roof ridge vent 
with a top panel 18, a vent part 30, and a filter 50 secured to the bottom surlace of the vent part 
and to the top panel. CoUon 613 actually discloses a vent 30 with a mat 32*^ overlain by a cap 
shingle 18^ and having a fil ter material 50 secured to the roof-con fronting surface 42 of the mat 
32.^ Coulton 613, by disclosing a cap shingle 1 8 overlaying the vent 30, thus fails to disclose a 
top panel having a multiplicity of discrete top panel air passages. Coulton 613, by disclosing a 
vent 30 formed as an indeterminate-length, single-sheet, openwork mat or web 32^^ fails to 
disclose or suggest at least one vent part defining a plurality of discrete vent part air passages. 



unrolling during manufacture and installation."). 

Sec, Coulton 613. column 4, line 27 el seg. ("For instance, (he vent 30 is preferably formed as an 
indcternjinate-length, single-sheet, openwork mat, or web, 32 of randomly convoluted polymeric 
filaments."). 

See, Coulton 613, column 4, line 9 ct scg. ("In accordance with the present invenlion, as will be filly 
discussed, a vent 30 is interposed between the cap shingles 18 and the underlying portions of the roof 
10."). 

^ See. Coulton 613 column 4, line 57 et se^, (^'A strip of air pemieable fiher material 50 is secured to the 
roof confronting surface 42 of the mat 32. The filter 50 |)cnnits air to flow outwardly in the manner 
illustrated by the arrows in FIG. 2. while preventing insects, rain, snow, blowing foreign objects, and the 
like from entering in the opposite direction. Preferably, as illustrated in FIGS. 1 and 2, a continuous 
length of filter material 50 is thermally or adhesively bonded to the apex portions 48 of the cusps 44 and 
extends to the edge flanges 52, 54 of the lateral flaps 36, 38."). 

^ See, Coulton 613, column 4, line 27 cj ssfl. ("For instance, the vent 30 is preferably formed as an 
indeterminate-length, $ingle-sheet. openworic mat, or web, 32 of randomly convoluted polymeric 
filaments.*'). 
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Became the foregoit^ limitations to claim 1 are not disclosed or suggested by Coulton 613, 

Coulton 613 fails to anticipate claim 1. 

With respect to claim 1 5, Coulton 613 fails to disclose or suggest a vent comprising a top 

panel having a multiplicity of discrete top panel air passages and at least one vent part 

comprising a weatherproof material defining a muhiplicity of discrete part air passages. Hence, 

Coulton 61 3 fails to anticipate claim 1 5. 

Regarding claim 16. Coulton 613 tails to disclose or suggest a top panel and vent part 

comprising a weatherproof material defining a multiplicity of discrete air passages or securing an 

air permeable filter material to the top panel. Hence, Coulton 613 fails to anticipate claim 16, 

With respect to claim 26, Coulton 613 fails to disclose or suggest a vent comprising a top 

panel having a multiplicity of discrete top panel air passages, a vent part comprising a material 

defining a plurality of discrete vent part air passages, or a filter material secured to the top panel. 

Therefore, Coulton 613 docs not anticipate claim 26. 

Independent claims 1,15, 16, and 26, as shown above, are not anticipated by Coulton 

613. The other rejected claims depend directly or indirectly from one of the rejected independent 

claims. Therefore, the other rejected claims are not anticipated by Coulton 613 as well. 

Claims 13-16 and 18-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C, § 102(b) as anticipated by U.S. 

5,704,834 ("Sells 834"). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. Sells 834 discloses an 

uppermost layer or cover defining a connecting member 28 which interconnects the vent parts 

24, 26 and extends over the ridge board 16 and vent opening 22.^ Sells 834 does not disclose or 

' Sfifi, Sells 834, column 2, line 5 et seg. ("Lacli of the vent parts 24,26 consist of a number of layers or 
courses 30 of a corrugated material. The uppcnnosl layer or cover defines a connecting mcn^bcr 28 which 
interconnects the vent parts 24,26 and extends over the ridge board 16 and vent opening 22. The 
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suggest that the connecting member has air passages providing for fluid communication between 

the stRicture interior and the environment. Sells 834 also discloses a fabric 38 covering outer 

edges 36 of the vent parts 24, 26.* Sells 834 fails to disclose the (iabric 38 secured to the boilom 

surface of cither of the vent parts 24, 26. 

With respect to claim 13, Sells 834 fails to disclose or suggest an air permeable filter 
attached to the bottom surface of the top panel. Therefore. Sells 834 fails to anticipate claim J 3. 

Regarding claim 14, Sells 834 fails to disclose or suggest a multiplicity of discrete top 
panel air passages fluidly communicating and exterior of said device and in the interior of said 
device and a filtering material extending between the top panel and the bottom surface of one of 
the vent pajrts, llierefore. Sells 834 docs not anticipate claim 14. 

With respect to claim 15, Sells 834 tails to disclose or suggest filter material .secured to 
the at least one vent part and to the interior surface of the top panel. Hence, Sells 834 does not 
anticipate claim 15. 

Regarding claim 16, Sells 834 fails to disclose or suggest securing an air permeable filter 
material to an interior surface of the top panel, llierefore, Sells 834 docs not anticipate claim 16. 



corrugations define passages 32 which extend tlirough the vent parts 24,26 substantially parallel with one 
another between the inner edges 34 of each vent part 24.26 to the outer edges 36 thereof Accordingly, the 
passages 32 define a vent pasjiage which vents the attic or upper story of the structure covered by the roof 
12 through a vent path defined by the vent openings 22 and the passages 32, The passages vent the vent 
openings to ambient atmosphere. More details of the basic ventilating cap 10 are disclosed in tbe 
aforcnicntioned U.S. Pat. No. 3,949,657/'). 

••Scc, ScHs 834, column 2, line 20 ct sccj. ("According to the present invention, ihe outer edges 36 of at 
least one of the vent parts 24.26 is covered by a flexible, air permeable, moisture repelling fabric 
generally indicated by the numeral 38. The fabric 38 may be a nonwoven, spunbonded fabric consisting 
of randomly arranged polypropylene fibers that is sold as "Typar 3121" by Snow Filtration Company, 
Cincinnati, Ohio."). 
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j As shown above, independent plaims 13. 14, 15, and 16 are not anticipjitcd by Sells 834. 

The other rejected claims depend direetly or indirectly from one of the rejected independent 
. claims. Tliereforc, the other rejected claims are not anticipated by Sells 834 as well. 

I 

! 

1 .35 i;.g.c,§ii0 3 

j 

j Claims 2-8, 10, 13-14. 18-22, 27-32, and 34 arc rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as 

i 

1 obvious over Coulton 472 or Coulton 613, in view of U.S. 5,947,817 ("Morris 817"), 

1 5,934,995 ("Morris 995), or 5,65 1 ,734 ("Morris 734"). 

j 
I 

j Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection because, inte r al|a, the reiecfion fails to 

i 

refer to portions in the documents cited against the rejected claims which would support the 
required motivation for modification. I'he rejection dtematively fails to assert and establish that 
the required motivation was generally present in the art at the time of the invention. The 
rejection furst states that the "roof ridge vent of [Coulton 472] or [Coulton 6131 discloses all that 
is recited in claims 2-8, 10, 13, 14, 18-22, 27-32, 34 except for the vent housing wdth a plurality 
of stacked panels of the corrugated weatherproof sheet material." The rejection then asserts 
''Morris ct al. fapparently Mortis 817, Morris 995, or Morris 734] teaches a roof ridge vent 
comprising a vent housing Nvith a plurality of stacked panels of (he corrugated weatherproof 
sheet material same a$ claimed." The rejection finally makes the conclusory statement, 
apparently based on the unsupported opinion of the Examiner, that "it would have been obvious 
to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to substitute the vent 
housing of Morris et al for tihe vent housing of Coulton et al. in order to improve tbe ventilation 
efficiency." 
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In order to establish a Enraa facje case of obviousness, a rejection must, mter aHa, 

establish a proper motivation for modifying the documents cited against the claims.^ The 

motivatiori to modify the documents cited against the claims must be present in the documents 

themselves or must be generally present in the prior art at the time of the invention, not in the 

instant application.**^ If the proposed modification renders the prior art. unsatisfactory for its 

intended purpose there is no motivation for the proposed modification^ ' That the disclosures of 

the documents cited against the claims can be modified or that the asserted modification is within 

the ability of a person of ordinary skill in the art is not sufficient to establish the required 

motivation. ^^'^^ Moreover, neither conclusory statements within tlie rejection nor subjective 



See, M-P.E.P. § 2142 ('To est^^blish a prima facie case of obviousness, ... there mast be some 
suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or in the knowle<lge generally available to 
one of ordinary skill in the art^ to modify the reference or to combine reference teachings. ... The teaching 
or suggestion to make the claimed combination ... must ... be found in the prior art, and not based on 
applicanfs disclosure. In rc Vacck . 947 F.2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991 )."). 
' See M.P.K.P. § 2 1 42 ("The teaching or suggestion to make the claimed combination and the reasonable 
expectation of success must both be found in the prior art, and not based on applicant's disclosure."). 
" Sec M.P.E,P. § 2143.01 ("If proposed modification would render the prior art invention being modified 
unsatisfactory for its intended purpose, then there i$ no suggestion or motivation to make the proposed 
modification. In re Gordon, 

733 F.2d 900, 221 USPQ 1125 (Fed. Cir. 1984) (Claimed device was a blood filter assembly for use 
during medical procedures wherein both the inlet and outlet for the blood were located at the bottom end 
of the filter assembly, and wherein a gas vent was present at the top of the filter assembly. Ilie prior art 
reference taught a liquid strainer for removing din and water from gasoline and other light oils wherein 
the inlet and outlet were at the top of the device, and wherein a pei-cock (stopcock) was located at the 
bottom of the device for periodically removing the collected dirt and water. The reference further taught 
thai the separation is assisted by gravity. The Board concluded the claims were prima facie obvious* 
reasoning that it would have been obvious to turn the reference device upside down. The court reversed, 
finding that if the prior art device was turned upside down it would be inoperable for its intended purpose 
because the gasoline to be filtered would be trapped ai the lop. the water and heavier oils sought to be 
separated would flow out of the outlet instead of the purified gasoline^ and the screen would become 
clogged.). 

Sec M.P.E.P. § 2143.01 {"The mere fact that references can be combined or modified does not render 
the resultant combinaUon obvious unless the prior art also suggests the desirability of the combination."). 
^' See M.P.E.P. 2143,01 ("A statement that modifications of die prior art to meet the claimed invention 
would have been 'well within the ordinary skill of the art at the time the claimed invention was made' 
'because the references relied upon tcaeh that all aspects of the claimed invention were individually 
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1 opinion stated in the rejection are sufficient to establish the required motivation to modify (he 

j documents cited against the claims. Indeed, if the rejection asserts that the required motivation 

was generally present in the art at the lime of the invention, the Examiner may be required to 

I 

I execute an affidavit or declaration to that effect so that the Applicant may have the opportunity 

j to explain or dispute the assertions therein. 

j The rejection fails to cite portions of the cited documents which would provide a basis for 

j the motivation to mcniify the disclosure of Coulton 472 or Coulton 613 with the disclosure of 

j 

Morris 817, Morris 995, or Morris 734, Therefore, a prima facie case of obviousness has not 

I 
I 
j 

i 

j '~**' I " 

1 known in the art: is not sufficient to establish a prima facie case of obviousness without some objective 

reason to combine tho teachings of the references. Ex parto f.^ven|good . 28 USF02d 1 300 (Bd. Pat. App. 
i & Inter. 1993). Sec als<i. In re Ko tzah. 217 F.3d 1365, I37K 55 USPQZd 1313, 13)8 (Fed. Cir. 2000) 

1 (Court reversed obviousness rejection involving technologically simple concept because there was no 

i finding as to the principle or specific understanding within the knowledge of a skilled artisan that would 

I have motivated the skilled artisan to make the claimed invention); AUSite Co rp. v. VSl Infl inc. 174 

\ FJd 1308, 50 USP02d 1161 (Fed. Cir. 1999) (The level o f skill in Ihe art c<mnot be relied upon t o 

I provide th e su ggestion to combine refer ences.)."^ (emphasis added). 

I See, In rc Lee> 61 U.S.P.Q.2d 1430, 1434 (Fed Cir. 2002) ("The examiner's conclnsory statements that 

I the demonstration mode is just a programmable feature which con be used in many different device[s] for 

I providing automatic introduction by adding tl)c proper programming software and that another motivation 

I would be that the automatic demonstration mode is user friendly and it fimctions as a tutorial do not 

I adequately address the issue of motivation to combine. This factual question of motivalion is material to 

I patentability, and c ould not be resolved on subjective belief a nd unknown authori ty. It is improper, in 

j det ermining whether a person o f ordinary skill would have been led to this com bination of r eferences. 

I simply to ru.se l that w hich the inventor taught agai nst its tea cher . W.L. Gore v. GaHock. Inc.. 721 F.2d 

I 1540, 1553, 220 USPQ 303, 312-13 (Fed. Cir. 1983). f hiis the Board must not o nlv assure that the 

1 requisite findings a re made, b ased on evidence oF record , but must also explai n the reasoning bv which 

I the findings are deeme d to support the agency's concl usion.") (internal quotation marks omitted) 

I (emphasis added). 

j S_ee M.P.R.P. § 2144.03 ("As the court held in Zurkg, an assessment of basic knowledge and common 

I sense that is not based on any evidence in the record lacks substantial evidence support. In re ZucHQ, 59 

i USPQ2d 1 693, 1 697. ... f f the examiner is relying on personal knowledge to support the finding of what 

is known in the art, the examiner must provide an afTIdavit or declaration setting forth stxscific factual 
statements and explanation to support finding. See 37 CFR 1 . 1 04(d)(2)[WLen a^ rejection in . an 
a pplication is b ased on facts wi fiiin the personal knowledge of an emp loyee of the Office, the data shall 
be as specific as pjmbje, andjhe jctcrcnce m^t, t)Q gyppQrl^dn wh^n fi^lltfd for b y t h ft a eB.U.tariUbyJhe 
affidavit of such empIoyee...and such affidavit shall be subject to contradiction or explanation bv the 
affida vits of the applicant and other persons '].") (emphasis added). 
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1 been established. Rather than cite portions of Coulton 472, CouJton 613, Morris 817, Morris 

I 995, and/or Morris 734 providing the required motivation for the asserted modificalion, the 

; rejection apparently states the Examincr*s opinion Tor support. As shown above with respect to 

i footnotes 13-15, that a person of ordinary skill in the art could have made the proposed 

I rnodilication, that the proposed modification was within the ability of the person of ordinary skUJ 

I in the art, or the unsubstantiated opinion of the Examiner is not sufficient to establish the 

i required motivation. Since the required motivation is not esteblished by the fact that a person of 

I ordinary skill in the att could have made the proposed modification, that the proposed 

I modification was within the ability of the person of ordinary skill in the art, or the 

j unsubstantiated opinion of the Kxaniiner, a Rrima facie case of obviousness has not been 

I established a fortiori . If this rejection is maintained, the Examiner is respectfully required to 

I 

I cither 1) cite portions of Coulton 472, Coulton 613, Morris 817, Morris 995, and/or Morris 734 

j 

I wherein the required motivation is present or 2) execute an alfidavit or declaration for the reciwd 

I 

I asserting that the required motivation was generally present in the art at the time of the invention 

I 

I and which Applicants may subsequently contradict or explain (sec footnote 1 7). 

! 
{ 

I Because a prima facie case of obviousness h&a not been established, the Examiner is 

respectful ly requested to withdraw the rejection. 
I Claims 1-12, 17, and 26-37 arc rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as obvious over Sells 

I 834, in view of Coulton 472 or Coulton 613. Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. The 

I rejection asserts that "ffjhe roof ridge vent of [Sells 834] as above includes all that is recited in 

I claims 1-12, 17, 26-37 except for the filter material secured to the bottom surface of the vent 

i part.'* The rejection further states that "Patents to Coulton et al. [apparently Coulton 472 and/or 

! 
! 
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Coulton 61 3 1 teach a roof ridge vent with filter (44 or 50, respectively) secured to the bottom 
surface of the vent part same as claimed." Without citing portions of Sells 834, Coulton 472, or 
Coulton 6) 3 to support the required motivation for the posited modification, the rejection then 
concludes, apparently expressing the Examiner's opinion, " i^herefore. it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to secure the 
filter of [Sells 8341 to the bottom surtace of the vent part as taught by Coulton et al. in order to 
improve the ventilation efficiency." As shown above, unsupported opinions cannot serve as the 
basis for the required motivation to modify the disclosures of Sells 834 with the disclosures of 
Coulton 472 or Coulton 613. Because 1 ) supporting portions (if any exist) of Sel 1$ 834, Coulton 
472, and/or Coulton 613 have not been cited to support the required motivation, 2) the required 
motivation has not been established as existing generally in the art at the time of the invention, 
and 3) the unsupported opinion expressed is not sufficient to establish tlie required motivation, a 
prima facie case of obviousness has not been established If this rejection is maintained, the 
Examiner is respectfully required to execute an affidavit or declaration asserting that the required 
motivation was generally present in the art at the time of the Invention, which Applicants may 
subsequently explain or dispute. Because a prima facie case of obviousness has not been 
established, the Examiner is respectfully requested to withdraw the rejection. 



Claims 1-37 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting, the rejection asserting claims 1-37 arc impatentabk over claims 1-18 of U.S. 
6,450,882 and over claims 1-23 of U.S. 6,623,354. Applicants respectfully traverse this 
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rejection. Applicants respectfully traverse these rejections. However, in order to advance the 

prosecution of this application, Terminal Disclaimers arc filed herewith. Id view of the Terminal 

Disclaimers, the Examiner is respectfully requested to withdraw the rejection. 



Conclusion 

In view ol' the foregoing, it is submitted that this application is in condition for allowance. 
Favorable consideration and prompt allowance of the application are respectfully requested. 

The Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned if the Examiner believes it would 
be useful to advance prosecution. 

Rcspcctlully submitted. 



Customer No. 24113 
Patterson. Thuente, Skaar & Christcnsen, P.A. 
4800 IDS Center 
80 South 8th Street 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55402-2100 
Telephone: (612)349-5757 



Wm. Larry Alexander, Ph.D. 
Registration No. 37,269 
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